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to managerial positions, without necessarily suggesting that such practices were prevalent at the time of an investigation. Cross-sectional studies cannot separate egalitarian promotion systems introduced by employers in recent years from earlier wrongdoings because managerial positions examined at one point in time reflect both old and recent promotion policies implemented by organizational decision makers.
My main objective in this study was to separate recent from past discrimination practices concerning entrance into management by following a group of employees over a period of four years, 1982-86. I examined their promotion from nonmanagerial to managerial positions and estimated the extent to which gender and race played, ceteris paribus, a significant role in promotion practices. In order to account for equal starting points, I compared individuals who were equally qualified in terms of human capital variables, such as experience and education (Becker, 1964) , and other individual characteristics; the individuals studied were also equally situated in terms of organizational sector and job definition in 1982 (England & McLaughlin, 1979) . Because it compares individuals who occupied identical starting points in 1982, this estimation of discrimination is rather conservative and is unaffected by possible discriminatory processes occurring in the determination of positions prior to 1982. However, I attempted to address the loss of respondents over the period under investigation. Known as sample selection bias, this is one of the most serious problems associated with discrimination studies using longitudinal data, as it may result in biased estimates.
HYPOTHESES
The pertinent literature suggests that women and minority group members are less likely than others to establish managerial careers because of a number of not mutually exclusive factors, such as differential socialization (e.g., Noe, 1988) , self-selection (e.g., England, 1984; McCarthy, 1986) , tokenism (e.g., Fairhurst & Snavely, 1983; Kanter, 1977) , statistical discrimination (e.g., Phelps, 1972) , and exclusion practices (e.g., Brass, 1985; Kanter, 1977) . It is likely that the low representation of women and blacks in management reinforces the widely held stereotype that women and minority workers are less qualified for managerial positions than other workers. Employers and co-managers therefore tend to prefer to see white males in managerial positions since they ostensibly possess more of the characteristics conducive to good management. Several empirical studies have confirmed this argument (Brenner et al., 1989; Dubono, 1985; Powell & Butterfield, 1989; Taylor & Ilgen, 1981; Zweigenhaft, 1987) . Thus, Hypothesis 1: Women and blacks are less likely to enter managerial positions than equally qualified men and whites.
Empirical studies regarding the effect of gender on promotion to management have yielded inconclusive results, with some supporting the arguOctober 890 ment that gender has an effect (Cannings, 1988) and some not supporting it (Hartmann, 1987; Lewis, 1986; Stewart & Gudykunst, 1982) . Furthermore, studies have concentrated on either private firms (e.g., Cannings, 1988) or public organizations (Lewis, 1986) . Few have compared the public and private organizational sectors, despite theoretical indications of type of sector's importance in determining rates of entrance into management. In particular, researchers have assumed that organizations in the public sector are sensitive to their normative and legal environments. Studies have shown that political environments (Meyer, 1979; Warwick, 1975) , public control (Holdaway, Newberry, Hickson, & Heron, 1975), and external legislation (Bansfield, 1975) influence public sector organizations. Civil rights and their implementation through Equal Employment Opportunity Commission programs and affirmative action laws have become major issues on the public agenda during the last three decades, leading to the expectation that their imprints will be found more often in public organizations than in private firms. Therefore, Hypothesis 2: Women and blacks are more likely to enter managerial positions in the public sector than in the private sector.
One crucial assumption should be made explicitly. Although it is often maintained that women and blacks are more likely than their male, white counterparts to make conscious decisions not to pursue managerial careers, research has as yet been unable to substantiate this proposition. In fact, some empirical evidence suggests that women are as likely as men to aspire to managerial positions (Bailyn, 1987; Shenhav, 1991 
Estimation
The group providing data for the present study was 49 percent smaller than the original group of 1982 respondents, and the survivors (the 1986 respondents) were more likely to be men and whites than women and blacks. In order to avoid the danger of sample selection bias, I used a method of correction known as the inverse of the Mills ratio (Heckman, 1980) . Simply put, use of this variable controlled for differences between subjects in their chances of survival between 1982 and 1986. The inverse Mills ratio representing the probability of each person being included in the sample both times was incorporated into the "logit" regression analyses (Hanushek & Jackson, 1977) conducted at the individual level for time t1 (1982, N = 26,540) and for the period t1 -t2 (1982-86; N = 13,509). The estimation of promotion differences was based on the assumption that the model was fully specified. In the absence of variables correlated both with gender or race and promotion, discrimination estimates might be upwardly biased.
The inverse Mills ratio was calculated on the basis of a "probit" equation (Hanushek & Jackson, 1977) Table 1 presents the correlations among all the variables examined in the study. Table 2 presents descriptive statistics and the coefficients resulting from the logit regression analysis.
RESULTS
Results from further analyses are not presented in the tables owing to space limitations. In general, those data revealed that higher proportions of blacks and women were found in the public sector than in the private sector. Examining data on those who entered managerial positions between 1982 and 1986, I found differences between the private and public sectors. By and large, identical proportions of women and men were promoted to management in the private sector (21 percent), but the proportions differed in the public sector, with 23 percent of men and 16 percent of women promoted to those jobs. On the other hand, blacks enjoyed a slightly higher promotion rate than whites in the public sector (23 versus 21 percent), but not in the private one (17 percent for blacks and 21 percent for whites). However, these comparisons are insufficient to corroborate the existence of discrimination; logit analyses were necessary to compare the promotion rates of individuals who were equally qualified and equally situated. and (2) a partial equation excluding family-related variables, which are arguably irrelevant to promotion to managerial positions and could bias estimates of discrimination. The results of the logit analyses differed for gender and race. Surprisingly, the coefficient for race was negative in both private and public organizations. This finding suggests that, in general, black workers enjoyed better promotion opportunities than equally situated white workers in both sectors. Better promotion opportunities for blacks were also consistently found in separate analyses conducted for men and women (data are available upon request). In order to study the hypothesis regarding the sector effect, I conducted a test for differences in the regression coefficients of the public and private sector equations. The test, computed by the method Gottfredson suggested (1981: 547), yielded a t-statistic of 2.9, which suggests that the coefficient for race is significantly higher in the public sector. In other words, despite the fact that blacks enjoyed higher promotion opportunities than whites in both sectors, these opportunities were better in the public sector. However, workers' gender was significant in the private sector only where women enjoyed better promotion opportunities than equally qualified and situated men. The test for the differences between the public and private sectors regarding gender yielded a t-statistic of 3.5, suggesting that women's opportunities were significantly better in the private sector than in the public sector. Further analyses suggested that this finding was true for white women compared with white men but not for black women compared with black men.
It should be noted that the negative coefficients obtained in both sectors for the inverse Mills ratio suggest that, among individuals with otherwise similar characteristics, including race and gender, those who dropped out of the study were more likely to enter managerial positions than those who survived. It is important to note that there were no differences between the partial and the full equations regarding gender and race.
For purposes of comparison, I also conducted cross-sectional analyses, using the same variables, for the 1982 data. In the private sector, the gender and race coefficients were positive and significant. That is, women and blacks were less likely to be promoted to managerial positions than their male, white counterparts. In the public sector, the gender coefficient was positive and significant, whereas the race coefficient was insignificant. Obviously, these results differ substantially from those obtained via the longitudinal models. Had I relied on cross-sectional data only, I could have wrongly concluded that discrimination existed against women in both sectors, and against black workers in the private sector. The longitudinal models are undoubtedly superior to the cross-sectional ones. They compare promotion rates between 1982 and 1986 for workers who were equally situated and qualified in 1982, whereas the cross-sectional models do not control for such equal starting characteristics. Thus, the frequent reliance on crosssectional models in previous research may result in estimations that reflect 896 October past wrongdoings rather than contemporary processes. The differences between the two models' findings demonstrate the strength of the current research.
DISCUSSION
At the outset of this article, I suggested that longitudinal data may shed some light on previous conflicting results regarding gender and racial differences in promotion to managerial positions during the 1980s. I also suggested that minority workers enjoy more advantages in promotion in the public sector than in the private sector. No support emerged for the first hypothesis, that managerial opportunities are less available to women and blacks than to men and whites. On the contrary, with the exception of women in the public sector, women and blacks enjoyed better promotion opportunities than equally qualified and situated white male workers. The prediction of the second hypothesis regarding promotional advantages in the public sector was substantiated only for race. Women enjoyed better opportunities than men in the private sector but not in the public one.
However, managers must not take these results as evidence that affirmative action is no longer necessary. Although direct data are lacking, it is most likely that blacks and women achieve managerial positions partly because of firms' efforts to find minority candidates for managerial positions. But no less important, the results call for four notes of caution concerning equalized opportunities. First, the promotional advantage of women and blacks by no means indicates the absence of a white male advantage in occupying managerial positions. The longitudinal model examines whether people with similar qualifications continue to be promoted equally over time. However, in most cases, white men are found in managerial positions more frequently than their black or female counterparts because of better starting points. Evidently, during 1982-86, more men than women in both sectors and more whites than blacks in the private sector were promoted to managerial positions. Second, the results do not imply that discrimination does not exist. To be sure, the models encompass women-to-men and black-to-white comparisons of promotion for workers with identical starting characteristics in 1982 who experienced similar changes in those characteristics between 1982 and 1986. However, possible discriminatory processes occurring before and during the determination of the characteristics in 1982 do not affect the gender and racial estimates derived from these models. In other words, the models estimate treatment discrimination occurring between 1982 and 1986 only, given the qualifications and conditions prevalent in 1982. Moreover, by focusing on treatment discrimination between 1982 and 1986, the study left out discrimination that took place in the entrance into the lucrative scienceand engineering-based occupations studied, in which women and blacks are underrepresented. 
